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Mr Jefl S Jordan

Supervisory Atiormney

Complaints Examinations & Legal Admimistration
Federal Election Commission

999 E Street NW

Washington, DC 20463 ~

RE MUR 6042

Dea: Mr Jordan =

\!
On behalf of Pat Roberts for U S Senate, Inc (the “Commuttee™) and Robert A Parnsh;;the
Commuttee’s Treasurer, | write 1n response to a Complaint filed by the Kansas Democrajic Party
(“KDP") and assigned MUR 6042 Given the de munmus nature of the allegations, we frust the
Commission will quickly dismmss thus matter

The advertisement 1n question highlights candidate Jim Slattery’s fourteen-year career as a
Washington lobbyist and hists many of Slatte:y’s special-interest gioup chents, from whom he
received millions of dollars in compensation

The advertisement begins with an oral “stand by your ad” disclauner, thereby meeting the
requirements of fedeial law See 11 CFR § 110 11(c)X3)n) (“A communication transmitted
through television or through any broadcast, cable, or satellite tansmission, must mnclude a
statement that 1dentifies the candidate and states that he or she has approved the

commumcation ") (emphasis added) Contrary to the KDP's msmuation, Commssion
regulations do not require that such a disclaimer appear at the end of the advertisement, indeed, 1t
1s commonplace for candidates to place them at the beginning

In addition to the proper oral disclaimer, a clearly-identifiable video 1mage of Senator Pat
Roberts 1s shown pursuant to federal law See 11 CFR § 110 11(c)3)(n) - (u)B) (“The
candidate shall convey the statement exther  [through an unobscured, full-screen view of
hsmself making the statement or] [tJhrough a voice-over  accompanied by a clearly-
identifiable photographic or similar image of the candidate A photographic or similar image of
the candidate shall be considered clearly sdentified 1f 1t 1s at least eighty (80) percent of the
vertical screen height ™)

Accompanyimng the “stand by your ad” oral and visual disclaimers at the beginning of the ad 1s a
text disclumer reading “PAID FOR AND AUTHORIZED BY PAT ROBERTSFORU S
SENATE " Whle this disclaumer did not appear at the end of the advertisement, 1t met all other
requirements of § 110 11(c)(3)(1n)

As to the KDP’s two thin charges of misconduct
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(1) 1hc KDP's unsupported allcgation that Scnator Robeits's image 1s “puiposcly™
obnewred in the “stand by your ad™ video chip s simply false  Senator Robarts's image s
plamly visible quite lmge. and cawily identifiable  As the KDP s suicly aware it is
commonplacc o1 “stand by your ad” visuals 1o show the candidate shahing hands with
volus and/on speaking to an audicnee  Nowhere do Commission 1cgulations o luderal
law 1equnc that the candidate be pictned alone - only that he o she be “clearly
wdentihied™ under the 1cgulatory defimition of the tein

(2) 1he adveitiseinent cleatly notifics voters that 1t was paid for by the Commuttee (as
noted 1n the witten disclaimetr ) and authonized by Scnator Robetts himsell (as noted in
the oral disclaimer) It as absund to suggest that the Robet ls campaign lailed to “cndois
cleaily and plainly, the content of then advertinements| I Complant at 2

With 1cspect 1o lutuwie television advertisements, the Commutice wntends 1o more clearly conloim
1o the Commussion’s disclasmes scgulations by also placing wittien diclaimers at the end of
adveitisements  In the meantime, 1t would be inappropuiate to pendlize the Commutice for its
inadvertent and de munun conduct See e g ADR 142/MUR 5532 (wheic vendor failed to
it disclaimers on yad signs matter dismissed because “Commassion 1cvoutces can be hetter
«\pended on othar maticiy'™), ADR 208/MUR 5531 (wheie maileis advocating the clection of
lcdaral candidates failed to display adequate disclaimers matter dismissed duc 10 the de minonin
ndature of the allegauons) ADR 231/MUR 5500 (wheic mailers from lederal commuttee Lailed to
meet statutory icquirements, matter dismissed due to the de muminin natuie of the allegations)

Given the Commattee’s assuiances that it will moie cleaily abide by Commussion 1cgulations fon
all (utwic public communications and solicitations, and given the de mannn natuie of thns
allcgation, we 1cspectfully 1cquest that the Commuission dismiss this matict as it has simila
matters in the 1ccent past
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' Indeed, 4 moic seious violation of the Commussion®s disclaimet 1cgulations would be onc
whaic the disclaimer 1» wholly obscuued or impossible to icad  1-o1 cxampilc, following 1y 4
scicen shot taken fiom the Complainant’s own website, www ksdp oig, on August 6, 2008 via
Miciosoft Lxplotcr (thc most likely biowsci 1o be used by KDP websitc visitors)  As you wall
nolc, the KDP's disclaimer appears in tny white font on 4 pale yellow background, 1endeting it
wholly umcadable See Attachment A
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Attachment A
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